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Professionalisation, sport governance
and strategic capability
David Shilbury and Lesley Ferkins
School of Management & Marketing, Deakin University, 221 Burwood Highway,
Burwood, Victoria, 3125, Australia
Sport governance research is growing in volume and routinely highlights the tension between vol-
unteers and paid professionals in relation to shared leadership, board motivations, and board struc-
tures and performance. Using governance as the lens through which progress is viewed, this paper
demonstrates sport’s transition from an amateur, volunteer-driven pastime to a more business-like
sector. Empirically derived data, from a larger action research study examining the strategic capa-
bility of New Zealand national sport organisation boards, are integrated with prior research and
theoretical developments to exemplify the state of sport governance theory and the sector generally.
Outcomes from the review of sport governance research, combined with a selection of results from
the study of strategic capability, highlight the challenges associated with volunteer board engage-
ment, given the increasing demands for strategic thinking and action, while also balancing this
task with the conformance, policy and operation roles.
Keywords: volunteers, sport management, governance, strategy, non-profit
‘It needs to be de-cluttered. There are too
many issues in front of us’ (Ferkins, 2007,
p. 226). This was the exasperated claim by
one of eight New Zealand Football (NZF)
board members participating in an action
research study examining how boards of
national sport organisations (NSOs) could
develop strategic capability. This participant
went on to describe their frustration:
We need to have the overall statements on
our agenda so that we can be reminded of
our vision etc. at each meeting – we need a
one-pager in front of our face each time. In
essence, we need to have the board papers
fit with our overall puzzle so that as a
board we are dealing with the big issues
and we also need to include an integration
of our financial position. (respondent 2e, 15
September 2006)
During 2005 and 2006, NZF (soccer) agreed to
participate in an action research programme
aimed at improving the strategic capability
of its board. At the time of the fieldwork,
there were approximately 105,000 registered
football players, 325 football clubs and 7
regional associations in a country with a
population of approximately 4 million. NZF
employed 15 staff with turnover in excess
of NZ$4.4 million, although a lack of financial
reserves was identified as a weakness. Seven
of the eight directors were volunteers nomi-
nated and elected by the membership, with
four of the seven subject to an additional
nation-wide recruitment process including
interviews. One board position was co-
opted. This model required that three pos-
itions for the board be drawn from the
seven regions with four ‘outsiders’
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recommended by an independent panel. Two
of the board members were involved in club
or regional administration, and three were
former international players before they
were elected. The CEO was a non-voting
executive at the board meetings.
Agreement to participate in a research
programme of this type highlights the
extent to which sport has moved from its
former volunteer-reliant culture to one striv-
ing to deliver sport services in a more pro-
fessional and business-like manner. The
business of sport is about managing the
organisations, structures and systems that
facilitate fun through participation in sport
at all levels. Although at the elite levels,
intense competition rarely looks like ‘fun’,
the underlying incentive for participation is
grounded in play-like features characterised
by intrinsic motivations such as skill
mastery, social facilitation and a sense of
belonging. For NZF, and countless other
NSOs worldwide, finding the balance
between the business-like delivery of sport
and its inherent play-like features represents
a challenge. Volunteer involvement in sport
organisations is also an outlet for ‘fun’,
usually developed through contributing to
the delivery of sport and often motivated
by the same intrinsic motivations for
inclusion, building networks and developing
skills.
The purpose of this paper is to demon-
strate, through the lens of governance, how
sport is professionalising in response to
communities that expect more from sport
than its former ad hoc structures, systems
and processes would allow. In other words,
this paper will, by examining sport govern-
ance theory and practice, demonstrate how
sport organisations have recognised the
need for due diligence in monitoring per-
formance and conformance. Underlying this
change is a culture of increasing accountabil-
ity, particularly from organisations in
countries where government funding is criti-
cal to the ongoing viability of sport
organisations. Australia and New Zealand
are examples of two countries where govern-
ment funding underpins the activities of
NSOs. Indeed, Australia exemplifies the ser-
iousness with which elite sport success is
pursued. Few could argue with Australia’s
success on the international stage, with
numerous world champions, and top six
medal tally finishes at the recent Olympic
Games.
An increasing focus on governance
research signifies the importance of profes-
sionally delivered sport services to commu-
nities. The outcomes of implementing
contemporary governance practices poten-
tially lead to increased coordination and
more efficient provision of sporting opportu-
nities in many communities. Ultimately,
improved governance practice also impacts
on the efficiencies of developing athletes
capable of representing their country at the
highest level, and the resultant effect of
encouraging participation in sport in the
community. This is an important precursor
to the economic contribution that sport
makes to an economy and, ultimately, to
the development of our society.
The contribution of sport to society and
economic systems is a phenomenon that is
experienced by individuals, organisations
and nations alike. Those nations with sport-
ing prowess are made known to their inter-
national trading partners on many
occasions because of their sporting achieve-
ments. New Zealand, for example, has a
trading presence in the global economic
community due, in no small part, to sporting
brands such as the All Black Rugby Union
team, its Olympic and Commonwealth
Games achievements and the successes of
Team New Zealand’s America’s Cup Yachting
Syndicate. Australia can boast similar
achievements through the efforts of, for
example, the Australian cricket team and its
national swimming team, and significantly
its capacity to host and successfully stage
major events such as the 2000 Olympic
Sport governance 109
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Games, 2006 Commonwealth Games and
annual events including the Australian
Tennis Open and Formula One Grand Prix.
These events are all serious leisure outlets
for fans of the respective sports.
Sport is not only considered an important
contributor to a nation’s presence on the
international political and economic stage,
but the growing business of sport within
Australia and New Zealand now contributes
significantly to their domestic economy.
In Australia, for example, total income in
2004/2005, generated by sport-related organ-
isations engaged in providing sport and phys-
ical recreation services, was AUD$8820.5
million with sports memberships and compe-
tition fees accounting for AUD$1305 million.
In addition, there were 115,519 persons
whose main job was in sport and physical
recreation, supported by 181,832 volunteers
in over 9000 organisations whose main
purpose is theprovisionof sport andphysical
recreation services. Not-for-profit businesses
and government accounted for 45.9% of these
organisations (Australian Bureau of Stat-
istics, 2006). Figures from the most recent
assessment in New Zealand, undertaken by
the then Hillary Commission for Sport,
Fitness and Leisure (2000) (the New Zealand
Crown Agency for sport and recreation),
demonstrate the significance of sport-
induced economic activity and how it has
changed since 1996:
. In 1999, real gross output was NZ$1973
million and had grown by 2.5% per annum
since 1996.
. Physical leisure exports have grown at a
faster rate than total exports. A growth
rate of 14.6% per annum was achieved,
compared with 3.5% per annum for total
New Zealand exports.
. In 1999, there were 22,489 full-time equival-
ent jobs in industries directly related to
physical leisure activities and employment
in these industries had grown by 2.6% per
annum since 1996. This was more than
the national average of 1.2% per annum in
this period.
The significance of sport to New Zealand and
Australia has not gone unnoticed by
researchers and academics. Numerous
authors have participated in an emerging
critical debate about sport and its impact
and place in society (e.g. Auld, 1997;
Collins, 2000; Skinner et al., 1999). Many
scholars have examined the changing
nature of sport and how sport has responded
to environmental influences providing an
important foundation for understanding
sport governance issues. A synthesis of this
work identifies the impact of paid staff on
voluntary sport organisations as a common
influence found in many of the studies. Shil-
bury (2001), for example, concluded, ‘Ten-
sions evident in the transition from
amateur to professional governance have
contributed to the need to examine the role
of the board of directors in sporting organiz-
ations’ (p. 253).
This paper, therefore, maps out the ten-
sions and highlights key themes in sport gov-
ernance research. It also provides evidence
for the claim that sport organisations in con-
temporary society are complex entities
struggling with the delicate balance
between volunteer involvement and pro-
fessional management by paid staff. This
paper will also refer to results from the
action research noted in the opening para-
graph, highlighting how this research pro-
gramme captured the essence of the
tension in sport’s move from a predomi-
nantly volunteer-oriented culture to a
model based on professional practice.
Although the primary purpose of this paper
is not to formally present the totality of
these findings and underpinning methods
from the action research, it is appropriate
to provide some details about the research
programme so that the reader can contextua-
lise the findings relative to the state of sport
governance theory and practice. It is also
110 Shilbury and Ferkins
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prudent to briefly address why strategic
capability was chosen as the focus of the
action research programme.
SHAPING SPORT GOVERNANCE
THROUGH ACTION RESEARCH
The central research question ‘How can
boards of NSOs build their strategic capa-
bility?’ reflects the type of research paradigm
adopted for the study. The question was
developed to be action-oriented; the word
‘can’, in particular, indicates not what is cur-
rently happening but what might be poss-
ible. In framing this question, the intention
was not to identify causal relationships
between variables in the behaviour of sport
boards. Instead, the intention was to ask
what actions can be taken in order for
sport boards to develop their ability to con-
tribute at the strategic level.
The term ‘action research’ creates the
expectation that those involved will be
researching a particular situation with
the intention of taking action that will make
a difference. Significantly, for this study,
action research sought to combine ‘practical
transformation’ (Huxham and Vangen,
2003, p. 384) and the advancement of
knowledge. The basic premise of action
research is that change and research are
not mutually exclusive, that is, a simul-
taneous focus on improving practice and
developing theory is possible (Coghlan and
Brannick, 2001).
The work of Cardno (2003), Coghlan and
Brannick (2001) and Heron and Reason
(2001) framed the action research approach
adopted for this study. A range of data gener-
ation and analysis tools were utilised,
namely, document analysis, focus groups,
interviews, participant observation, reflec-
tive journaling, memos, theming, writing
and member checking. Facilitation was
undertaken by the principal researcher
drawing out data and testing, and reflecting
on conclusions with the research
participants in a variety of group settings.
All focus group and interview situations
were video- or audiotaped, producing 49
tapes and over 3500 hours of data across
the three case studies. A written data collec-
tion template, or memo, was also used to
record key information for all major inter-
actions, and a feature of the data generation
and analysis process was its reflexive nature
where both researcher and participants reg-
ularly engaged in reflection and analysis of
events that took place. Quotations from
respondents are coded to protect the iden-
tity of each individual; however, each
extract is dated according to when the rel-
evant statement was provided. Four main
phases were utilised for the action research
process: issue identification, context analy-
sis (which served as a reconnaissance
phase), action and intervention (designing
and implementing an intervention that
might help the board to develop their stra-
tegic capability) and evaluation of action
and intervention.
NSO Background
Three NSOs agreed to participate in this
research: NZF, Squash New Zealand (SNZ)
and Tennis New Zealand. Each was treated
as an individual case unit, and a comparison
of the results across the three cases
enriched the data analysis. The case study
perspective, therefore, helped bring into
play the range of dynamics impacting on
the boards’ abilities to develop their stra-
tegic capability in each of the NSOs. The
fieldwork interventions spanned 18 months,
commencing in July 2005 and concluding in
December 2006. An 18-month period
allowed for a full 12 months to diagnose
issues and to design, implement and
monitor agreed actions and interventions,
and a further 6 months to investigate and
evaluate the impacts on board strategic
capability. A brief overview of NZF has
already been provided, but more detail on
Sport governance 111
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the actual interventions designed in consul-
tation with NZF is outlined now. This is fol-
lowed by an overview of SNZ, as this case is
also used in this paper to illustrate govern-
ance theory and practice.
As has been already indicated, a major
issue for NZF was its lack of financial
reserves. While NZF reported an annual
surplus in the period 2000–2003, peaking
at $407,000 in 2003 (New Zealand Soccer,
2003), it reported a deficit of $383,000 in
2004 (New Zealand Soccer, 2004), and a
further deficit of $489,000 in 2005 (New
Zealand Soccer, 2005). In 2005, sponsorship
and grant income amounted to $2,571,000,
levies were $632,000, income from events
totalled $597,000, coaching revenue was
$266,000 and other revenue was $340,000
(New Zealand Soccer, 2005). Financial
unpredictability was also considered an
indicator of a lack of clearly articulated stra-
tegic priorities. Of the NZF board members
initially interviewed for background pur-
poses, five noted the need for an articulated
strategy. The issue arose in a distinctly
unique way from each of the five intervie-
wees in response to a general question
about the issues that the organisation was
facing. The next issue to emerge was also
raised in individual interviews with the
board members. Essentially, the board
members wished to examine the balance
of influence between the CEO and the
board. Previously, CEO influence had been
considered too strong. As the CEO was rela-
tively new, the opportunity to address this
power dynamic was timely. Therefore, the
issue that emerged was that in order for
the NZF board to develop its strategic capa-
bility, it needed to establish parameters for
the board to govern the organisation. The
balance of leadership between the CEO
and the board, therefore, was considered
an important issue. The preparation of a
new strategic plan was the means chosen
through which to explore board and CEO
leadership roles.
The national office of SNZ is located in Mt
Albert, Auckland. In 2006, there were eight
staff members based at this location, includ-
ing the CEO. In addition, SNZ part-funded
positions such as coach development man-
agers and 10 squash development officers
were spread across the country. The SNZ
constitution mandates a maximum of eight
board members, with six elected positions
and two co-opted members at any time.
The rule regarding co-opted members was
introduced at the 2004 Annual General
Meeting. The term of office is 2 years, and
the elected members may not be a current
District (regional) President or Chairperson.
The board comprised one ‘independent’
member and five members with considerable
knowledge of squash and its regional and
national administration system. Although
elected, the ‘independent’ member was
nominated for his or her external perspec-
tive and was not a squash player or adminis-
trator. There were no co-opted members
during the research period. Nominations for
the elected positions come only from the dis-
trict associations, and any district can nomi-
nate a candidate from anywhere in New
Zealand. The CEO, appointed by the board,
is a non-voting participant at the board
meetings.
There were approximately 28,000 regis-
tered squash members, 231 squash clubs
and 11 district squash associations in New
Zealand at the time of the research. An his-
torical view of SNZ reveals a ‘velvet’ period
for the sport, and is often noted as such in
national body official records (Squash New
Zealand, 2005). The years between the mid-
1970s and mid-1980s saw strong growth in
membership figures, which peaked in 1984
at 54,000. It was also during this time that
SNZ experienced its most outstanding inter-
national success. Squash membership
numbers significantly declined during the
1990s, however, reaching a low of 19,000 in
the late 1990s. Squash experienced a resur-
gence in recent years, with numbers
112 Shilbury and Ferkins
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climbing as high as 30, 000 (estimated). In
particular, junior members have increased,
seniors (aged 20–35) and masters (over 35)
have remained static, as have women
members (totalling 35% of overall
numbers). There has also been an increase
in playing numbers of Maori, Pacific Island
and other ethnic groups (CEO, personal com-
munication, 14 November 2005). SNZ records
(Squash New Zealand Annual Reports, Squash
New Zealand 2000–2005) attribute the ‘pull
back’ in membership numbers (contrary to
many other sport membership trends) to sig-
nificant investment in the regional infrastruc-
ture of the sport. Noting a decline for the first
time in membership numbers in the late
1980s, SNZ undertook a comprehensive
review of the sport.
In 2005, an independent consultant was
commissioned to undertake a review of the
relationships between squash clubs and dis-
tricts to identify areas of strengths and weak-
nesses, and to recommend future strategies
in the management of these relationships.
The main thrust of the report was to rec-
ommend to SNZ that it reposition itself to
become a service centre to the districts and
that, in turn, the districts should focus
more on becoming a service centre for the
clubs. In order to achieve this, the report rec-
ommended that the districts complete their
transformation from management commit-
tees to boards of directors. In tandem with
changes to the district funding model, the
SNZ board was also considering ways to
further develop district capability in terms
of running the game at regional level and
the delivery of national initiatives (e.g. high-
performance development programmes) via
the districts. It was at this point that the
research team and SNZ board recognised
that an intervention should be designed
through the action research project. For
SNZ, the focus was on addressing a per-
ceived weakness in the regional entities’ abil-
ities to deliver on their strategic priorities,
and the board members determined to
mentor district board members to develop
their strategic capability.
Why Strategic Capability?
Kerr and Werther (2008) posed the following
questions in relation to the strategic capa-
bility of boards. ‘Is it realistic to expect
directors – non-employees working part-
time – to make meaningful contributions
to something as complex as a strategy? Are
most boards even capable of such a contri-
bution? If not, do the benefits justify the
effort needed to bring them up to speed?’
(p. 113). If, as the authors posited in relation
to the corporate sector, there are perceived
problems with engaging the board in strat-
egy, where typically non-executive directors
are paid for their services, it is not surpris-
ing that this dynamic is further complicated
in the sport sector where the board
members are volunteers. This is an impor-
tant issue as it is specific to sport in its tran-
sition from a traditionally volunteer-driven
model to a hybrid between paid staff and
volunteers. Ways to apply strategic thinking
and action in this environment are required.
Such methods would allow sport organis-
ations to build capacity and respond to a
changing environment in their quest to
provide quality sporting competitions and
programmes for millions of Australians and
New Zealanders, and to ensure collective
strength at major international competitions
such as the Olympic Games.
A great deal of the governance literature
focuses on for-profit companies, however.
Researchers have noted the need for indus-
try-specific governance studies, which is
evident in this study of New Zealand NSOs.
For example, Forbes andMilliken (1999) high-
lighted that ‘factors relating to sector, size,
and industry may confer on boards a greater
or lesser ability to . . . influence [organiz-
ational performance]’ (p. 501). This is signifi-
cant because much governance research
makes ‘great inferential leaps . . . with no
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direct evidence on mechanisms which pre-
sumably link the inputs to the outputs’ (Petti-
grew, 1992, p. 489). In examining the
association between non-profit boards and
organisational performance, Brown (2005)
found that better performing boards tend to
‘provide strategic guidance’ (p. 334). More-
over, Brown observed that, ‘A feature of stra-
tegic leadership that deserves further study
is the clarification and differentiation of
strategic planning processes as distinct
from strategic direction and follow-through.
Implicitly, it is believed that planning
processes foster effective leadership, but a
distinction between the different aspects of
strategic leadership might help to further
explain variation in organisational perform-
ance’ (p. 335). However, strategic leadership
and thinking isonly oneof the responsibilities
of boards. The follow-through dimension
noted by Brown is reflected in the control,
accountability and compliance roles of the
board.
Although there is consensus in the litera-
ture regarding what is meant by being stra-
tegic, there is less agreement as to where
the strategic role of the board ceases and
the strategic role of the management starts.
Nadler (2004), for example, identified stra-
tegic thinking, strategic decision-making,
strategic planning and strategic execution
as comprising strategic activities. He elabo-
rated further by indicating the role of both
the board and senior management in these
activities. Consequently, as many scholars
(e.g. Hambrick et al., 2008; Kerr and
Werther, 2008; Mankins, 2007) have noted,
there exists a complex interplay between
the board and senior management in relation
to strategy formation and execution. This
interplay is further complicated by the
growing raft of regulatory reforms that
enforce a compliance culture on the board
as the group ultimately accountable for the
organisation. The balance between account-
ability (compliance), control and strategic
direction remains a tension within the
corporate, non-profit and, increasingly, the
sport setting as the sector professionalises.
SPORT GOVERNANCE RESEARCH: AN
OVERVIEW
There is evidence in this field to suggest that
the strategic role and performance of boards,
while central to the practice of governance,
are a weakness in sport organisations
(Ferkins et al., 2005; Hoye and Cuskelly,
2003; Shilbury, 2001). For example, in recent
years, there have been several high-profile
controversies concerning sport governance.
Boardroom tensions in Australian taekwondo
and soccer are evidence of a governance
battleground between influential personal-
ities and respective stakeholders over an
extended period of time. Concerns emanating
from these cases have resulted in reviews of
governance of sport authorities including,
for example, the New Zealand Rugby Football
Union (Boston Consulting Group, 2000), Aus-
tralian soccer (Australian Sports Commis-
sion, 2003), Taekwondo Australia (TAI) in
2007 and Athletics Australia (Australian
Sports Commission, 2004). In taekwondo, for
instance, a review undertaken by the Austra-
lian Sports Commission found ‘poor and inef-
fective management governed TAI with no
independent decision-making and no
accountability’ (McDonald, 2007, p. 19).
The need to undertake a study on how
sport boards can be more strategic says a
great deal about the state of sport govern-
ance practice and research. Specifically, the
need to study the strategic role of sport
boards was identified by Ferkins et al.
(2005) in their review of sport governance
research. The authors noted that:
. . . gaps exist in the sport management litera-
ture on strategy development, while the cor-
porate governance literature has not fully
explored the role of the board in terms of
its strategic contribution. Finally, the non-
profit governance literature acknowledges
the importance of strategic input by the
114 Shilbury and Ferkins
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board but indicates that boards may not be
active enough. The small but growing body
of knowledge on sport boards indicates
that the evolutionary process of bureaucrati-
sation and professionalisation has resulted
in changing board roles and relationships
with paid executives. The contribution of
the board in strategic activities such as
developing the vision and mission, engaging
in strategic planning including monitoring
and responding to external environmental
influences, and considering long-term, big
picture issues as and when needed, is a
topic not explored to any depth by sport
management scholars. (p. 219)
In making these observations, Ferkins et al.
(2005) noted that undertaking research
exploring constraints and enablers to stra-
tegic action might provide a systematic
basis on which sport boards could build
their strategic capability. It would also con-
tribute to our understanding of governance
processes in ostensibly non-profit
organisations.
As part of the process of identifying what
constitutes a strategically capable board,
NZF board members noted, in preparing for
their action research programme, eight
different aspects that they believed contribu-
ted to a strategically capable board. Ferkins
et al. (2009) stated that these included
. . . a highly focussed board; paternalistic; a
board that is detached and beholden to no
one particular faction; has an overview that
covers all areas of the business; determines
long term goals and provides the roadmap;
has the ability to determine the strategic
focus and able to facilitate the execution
(as distinct from doing); monitors; and
knows where the line is between setting
policy and executing it. (pp. 255–256)
In reflecting on how they were doing as a
board in this regard, several agreed with
the sentiment expressed by one board
member, ‘I think we have started to put the
building blocks in place and the next steps
will be the test’ (respondent 2e, 26 October
2005).
NZF board members were aware of the
need to operate strategically, and they
understood and were capable of articulating
what constituted a strategically capable
board. Although the board thought that
they were improving, when compared with
the ideal, they felt that they still had some
way to go. The need for a strategic plan
was linked by some board members to this
sense of developing capability. As previously
indicated, the issue that emerged within the
NZF intervention was articulated as: in
order for the board to develop its strategic
capability, it needed to establish parameters
for the board to govern the organisation. It
also needed to consider the balance of lea-
dership between the CEO and board and
ensure board involvement in the forthcom-
ing strategic plan. Both issues are central to
the sport governance research literature
and are symptomatic of a field striving to
legitimise itself by adopting rational planning
processes, and adopting major theories from
organisational theory.
SNZ board members when asked to
address the same question about strategic
capability noted six different aspects that
they believed contributed to a strategically
capable board. They were a range and mix
of skills; big picture or long-term thinking; a
vision or picture of the future; experience
in relevant areas, especially knowledge of
squash; looking externally and being
focused on the work at hand. The character-
istics that the group assigned to strategic be-
haviour included the ability to be impartial,
objectivity, inquisitiveness, open-minded-
ness and creation of a group dynamic that
is conducive to meaningful discussion
where viewpoints can be debated in a non-
threatening environment.
For the purposes of this paper, selected
elements of sport governance theory and
practice will be examined. The intent is to
establish connections between what is
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known about sport organisations and sport
governance, and how it is indicative of a
sector grappling with effective governance.
Examining the bureaucratisation and profes-
sionalisation of sport organisations provides
the most relevant insights into understand-
ing the strategic role of boards (Enjolras,
2002; Skinner et al., 1999; Slack, 1985).
Other key themes include strategic
decision-making (Kikulis et al., 1995; Sack
and Nadim, 2002), leadership (Hoye, 2006;
Weese, 1995), organisation and industry
structure (Amis and Slack, 1996; Babiak and
Thibault, 2009; Kikulis et al., 1992; Shilbury,
2000), board member roles (Inglis, 1997a;
Yeh et al., 2009), culture (Doherty and Chella-
durai, 1999), change and stakeholder influ-
ence (Inglis, 1991; Kikulis, 2000; Slack and
Hinings, 1992) and effectiveness (Papadimi-
triou and Taylor, 2000; Shilbury and Moore,
2006). All of these research streams are a
reflection of the environmental dynamics
evident in the sport sector.
Environmental Dynamics
An increasingly professionalised environ-
ment has led to a growing research focus
on the work of the board in NSOs. These
factors include increasing media and public
scrutiny, an increasing range of stake-
holders, a tightening of the legal require-
ments and an increasingly professionalised
playing and business environment (Ferkins
et al., 2005; Yeh and Taylor, 2008). In the
case of NZF, the 2003 annual report high-
lighted in a number of places the ‘. . .
market leading position of our code in
junior participation’ (p. 1). The CEO’s
report noted that, ‘There can be no doubting
that Nike was attracted to soccer in New
Zealand based primarily on the staggering
growth in junior numbers and our position
as the number one participation sport for
children under 17’ (p. 5). While figures for
junior participation and, indeed, compara-
tive membership numbers for sporting
codes in New Zealand are not readily avail-
able (total numbers on the Sport and Recrea-
tion New Zealand (SPARC) website are
reported up until 2003), NZF is in no doubt
about its leading position in junior
participation.
However, as set out in subsequent annual
reports and a number of reviews undertaken
on the organisation (Ineson, 2003, 2006; New
Zealand Soccer, 2003, 2004, 2005), there
appeared to be frustration at the lack of
cohesion and direction within the sport.
There is a sense that this situation has
impacted on potential playing numbers and
inhibited the conversion of junior interest
in the sport into adult involvement. Ineson
(2003) stated, ‘Although the on field develop-
ment has not been matched by its off field
performance if the same drive and commit-
ment is applied to the challenges of this
aspect of the Game there is considerable
potential . . .’ (p. 4) for the sport to create
more unified governance and management
systems.
In a move that was designed to bring
greater alignment within the organisation of
the game, at the 1999 Annual General
Meeting, NZF members voted to put in
place a new structure based on seven district
federations. This new structure replaced the
22-member association system in the admin-
istration and delivery of programmes and
services for soccer in New Zealand. An inde-
pendent review of the federation system was
subsequently undertaken in 2003. Drawn
from the interviews with federation person-
nel, NZF personnel and outsiders such as
SPARC staff, Ineson (2003) noted a number
of achievements since the regional re-struc-
turing that included the establishment of
coaching, competition and player develop-
ment programmes, resulting in up to 20%
growth in playing numbers for some federa-
tions; growth in the junior, under-age and
women’s game (in some federations, up to
15% increase in 7–14 age group, 2001–
2003); a strong domestic game; improvement
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in international competitiveness and a stron-
ger overall financial performance for NZF.
Ineson (2003) noted, however, a range of
‘off-field’ issues that were affecting the per-
formance of the federations in critically
important areas such as leadership, govern-
ance, planning, finance, communications
and best practice. He found that just two fed-
erations were carrying out the members’
mandate as stipulated in the federation rules.
This summary of NZF’s environment high-
lights one of the great quandaries embedded
in the process of sport professionalisation.
Although the ‘national office’ with the
capacity to employ staff may be moving stea-
dily down the path of a more business-like
approach, this is not necessarily the case at
the regional level, where volunteers predo-
minantly deliver football to the community.
Traditionally, these regions have seen them-
selves as isolated units, rather than as one
part of a much bigger whole. Historically
and paradoxically, this ‘blended’ pro-
fessional/volunteer approach has been a
barrier to professionalisation, yet central to
sport delivery systems. Moreover, SNZ
when identifying the need to mentor district
board members as central to developing
their strategic capability also recognised
the growing differences between the
‘national office’ and regional boards.
The board’s ability to strategically lead
the organisation is central to its capacity to
avert major crises and respond to stake-
holder concerns. Managing the regions is
an important strategic function for the
board of SNZ, and this will be exemplified
later in this paper using results from SNZ. A
number of sports in Australia and New
Zealand currently confront questions about
the structure and membership of their
boards. Rugby union and cricket have both
been the subject of independent reviews in
recent years, resulting in a redesigned struc-
ture and composition for the New Zealand
Rugby Football Union Board (Boston Con-
sulting Group, 2000) and for (New Zealand
Cricket Review Committee, 1995) and its
member associations. In Australia, Crawford
(1993), investigated the governance of the
Australian Football League and Australian
soccer in 2003 (Australian Sports Commis-
sion, 2003).
The Standing Committee on Recreation
and Sport (1997) and the Ministerial
Enquiry in Sport, Fitness and Leisure (Minis-
terial Taskforce, 2001) also captured some
critical governance issues for sport organis-
ations. In general terms, ineffective govern-
ance, lack of shared national leadership and
a lack of constituent confidence in national
and regional structures (Ministerial Task-
force, 2001; Standing Committee on Recrea-
tion and Sport, 1997) were the primary
concerns. In summary, practical concerns
included high-profile governance failures in
decision-making and board monitoring, the
changing legal environment, demands of
multiple stakeholders, the structure, leader-
ship and composition of boards in an
increasingly commercial environment.
Ferkins et al. (2005) noted that the ‘strategic
activity of the board, both in terms of strat-
egy development and strategic thinking, has
an important bearing on the way these
issues are handled’ (p. 208). How, then,
have sport governance research and theory
contributed to our appreciation of these
issues of practice?
Selected Sport Governance Themes
Sport governance research is still relatively
new, and only recently, have researchers
turned their attention to this topic (Auld
and Godbey, 1998; Doherty and Carron,
2003; Ferkins et al., 2009; Hoye, 2006, 2007;
Hoye and Cuskelly, 2003; Inglis, 1997a,
1997b; Kikulis, 2000; Schulz and Auld, 2006;
Shilbury, 2001). A small but growing
number of empirical studies are emerging
that seek to address the practical concerns
of sport governance dynamics. A selected
range of contemporary theories and
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concepts pursued by researchers investi-
gating sport governance are presented in
this section. The themes have been organ-
ised into three categories: shared leadership,
board motivation, and board structure and
performance. Each of the themes notes con-
temporary issues of practice and some
signal issues of future research.
Shared leadership in sport governance
The interaction between paid management
and a voluntary board has been a central
topic for researchers in this domain (Auld,
1997; Auld and Godbey, 1998; Hoye and Cus-
kelly, 2003; Inglis, 1994, 1997b; Kikulis, 2000;
Schulz and Auld, 2006; Searle, 1989; Shilbury,
2001). Referred to as ‘shared leadership’,
these studies seek to address the balance
of influence and power between the execu-
tive director and voluntary board. One of
the objectives of the NZF intervention was
to examine the impact of the development
of a strategic plan and subsequent agenda
redesign (which shaped the agenda accord-
ing to key strategies) on the CEO–board
dynamic in terms of shared leadership.
Given that the board had determined that
establishing a formal strategic plan would
lead to ‘shared leadership’ based on shared
ownership of the plan, it was logical to con-
clude that the board members and the CEO
might perceive a shift in power. There was
little doubt that the majority of the board
members perceived that the strategic plan
and agenda redesign significantly contribu-
ted to a transfer in the balance of influence
from the CEO to the board. ‘We are more
autonomous now. We aren’t led by the CEO
as much as we used to be, which is a good
thing’ (respondent 2c, 22 August 2006).
The board–CEO dynamic has dominated
governance-related work in sport, and is
explained by the transition from volunteer-
organised and delivered sport to a hybrid
where, increasingly, paid staffworkwithexecu-
tive volunteers (the board) and service volun-
teers (operational) to deliver sport to the
community. This transition was evident in
Inglis’ (1997b) investigation of shared leader-
ship between volunteer board members and
staff in Canadian provincial sport organis-
ations. Using social exchange theory, Inglis
built on previous work to help explain the
interaction about the nature of change and
decision-making in NSOs (Hinings and Slack,
1987; Kikulis et al., 1995; Slack and Hinings,
1992) and the leadership dynamics of boards.
Two key findings emerged from the study.
In assessing the expertise required of the
president and board, as perceived by the
executive directors, Inglis (1997b) found an
interest in the work of the organisation and a
proven track record in theability tocontribute
timeas the top twocriteria. Shenoted that this
findingwas consistentwith the notionof a less
specialised focus for volunteers. Significant
differences were noted in relation to the
second finding for actual and preferred levels
of influence between paid staff and volunteer
board members. Both paid and volunteer per-
sonnel thought that the presidents and board
members should have more influence in the
area of developing and assessing long-range
plans and strategy for the organisation.
These findings emphasised ‘ . . . the reality
that different positions bring different percep-
tions to the board table’ (Inglis, 1997b, p. 29),
and that understanding how the notion of
shared leadership operates is crucial to devel-
oping the strategic role of the board. This
work highlighted developing issues between
volunteer board members and paid staff, sig-
nalling the potential for role ambiguity in
relation to strategic development. Based on
the evaluation interviews with the CEO and
NZF board members, there were solid indi-
cations that a swing towards greater board
influence had occurred as a result of the inter-
vention, which, ultimately, resulted in the for-
mulation of a strategic plan. Ferkins et al.
(2009) noted that:
Previously, board members had described
the relationship in such terms as the ‘tail
118 Shilbury and Ferkins
D
o
w
n
lo
ad
ed
 B
y:
 [
De
ak
in
 U
ni
ve
rs
it
y]
 A
t:
 0
5:
04
 2
4 
Ju
ne
 2
01
1
wagging the dog’. However, from the number
of comments made regarding possible
improvements, it appeared the board
wanted to increase its influence still further.
It also appeared the board was conscious
of too much involvement and encroaching
on the CEO’s operational domain. Achieving
the optimum balance in shared leadership
was perhaps not something this board had
yet achieved. (p. 269)
Shilbury (2001) also explored shared leader-
ship, adapting the instrument employed by
Inglis (1997a) to survey the Victorian State
Sport Organisation executive directors and
volunteer board members. He highlighted
the significance of the professionalisation of
sport for the shared leadership dynamic
between executive directors and board
members. Shilbury, as did Inglis, found that
the influence of paid staff in decision-
making was increasing, but that the board
members largely saw this as necessary and
desired less influence in some areas. Also,
executive directors’ results showed a prefer-
ence for the board members to have more
influence on strategy and long-range plan-
ning. He concluded that this apparent
paradox might be an indication of ‘genuine
cooperative power between boards and
executive directors’ (p. 276).
As noted above, the leadership theme has
been a popular focus for researchers. There
is no doubt that the volunteer/paid execu-
tive dynamic presents a rich and fertile
research environment, which straddles a
leisure culture for volunteers and a pro-
fessional business-like environment (if not
mixed with a little extra passion to work in
a sport of one’s liking) for paid staff. Hoye
(2006) explored this relationship through
state sport organisations in Queensland,
Australia, and was specifically interested in
identifying high- and low-performing boards
and how leadership was associated with
these boards. Utilising leader–member
exchange theory, he found that the ‘source
of leadership within voluntary sport
organization boards may emanate from
either board chairs or executives and that
when the individuals fulfilling these roles
are able to develop mature working relation-
ships, the ability of the board to perform is
enhanced’ (p. 310). Interestingly, Hoye
noted the importance of the relationship
between board chairs and executives, a
theme that has also been investigated by
Schulz and Auld (2006), and is emphasised
in this paper summarising the state of sport
governance research. Like Schulz and Auld
(2006), Hoye also observed that board
chairs tended to focus on developing their
relationship with the executive rather than
with other board members, further empha-
sising the theme of shared leadership.
An examination of shared leadership has
provided insight into the impact of paid
staff on the strategic role assumed by the
board, with the majority of the findings indi-
cating potential for diminishing responsibil-
ity in strategic development by the board.
Further research investigating shared leader-
ship and evolving levels of influence between
paid staff and volunteer board members
could unlock significant knowledge about
how to improve board processes and build
board strategic capability and, conse-
quently, professionalised business systems.
Sport board motivation
Board cohesion, motivations to serve and
board needs are closely aligned to shared
leadership. This was evident through the
study of NZF, with board member motiv-
ations manifest in a very interesting
manner. As the culture of a strategic plan
became engrained in the board meetings,
the intellectual commitment required from
the board members rose quite sharply. The
CEO considered that the agenda restructur-
ing created ‘ . . . a significant change that
allowed priorities to come up each time’
(CEO, 5 December 2006). However, in
response, some board members noted
some apprehension. ‘Sometimes there is
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still too much information and sometimes
it’s a bit confusing. I would like the agenda
and reporting developed into a variance
report so that we can see the evolving
story’ (respondent 2a, 7 September 2006).
Simply, an increasingly sophisticated and
business-like approach required a commen-
surately sophisticated approach from the
board members. An appreciation of the
voluntary nature of the board members,
who, in most instances, held demanding pro-
fessional roles outside their football ‘inter-
ests’, is also an important consideration
that may have significant bearing on the
issues noted above. While the researchers
had little doubt regarding the skill and motiv-
ation of the current board members to
undertake the strategic role required of
them, the time and focus required to fully
comprehend the increased strategic com-
plexity could have been a limiting factor.
Greater collaboration only compounded
this dilemma. Therein lies one of the signifi-
cant challenges to future board motivation.
Board member motivations to serve and
board needs have been previously investi-
gated by Searle (1989) and Inglis (1994),
while Doherty and Carron (2003) have con-
sidered board cohesion. Searle (1989), for
example, asked some important questions
about local government recreation advisory
boards that are apposite issues for today’s
sport boards. Do board members under-
stand their role and relationships; do they
understand what is expected of them; are
they asked what they are expecting from
the relationship? Using social exchange
theory, Searle (1989) explained that the
board members will remain involved as
long as the costs (e.g. time, money and
effort) do not outweigh the perceived
benefits. This issue was beginning to
surface in the NZF case. Although it had not
been specifically articulated as a risk to
future involvement, there were signs that at
some point, board member motivations
were likely to be, introspectively at least,
questioned. This outcome also questions
the future viability of the traditional volun-
tary commitment of board members in the
sport sector.
Studies on motivation, cohesion and need
highlight the significance of considering why
individual board members join sport boards,
what keeps them happy and together, and
the differing sets of needs which exist
between paid executives and voluntary
board members. Most studies, however,
pre-date the inexorable shift from (amateur
or service) volunteer to (executive) volun-
teer. In other words, as the sport sector con-
tinues to professionalise and expectations of
sport consumers continue to increase, the
strategic work of the board and organis-
ations manifestly increases with commensu-
rate levels of intellectual and labour input.
Moreover, boards may not contribute at a
strategic level if individual needs, such as a
sense of group cohesion and clear expec-
tations of board roles, are not being met.
Outlining the expectations of (executive) vol-
unteers at the outset is of paramount
importance.
Sport board structures and performance
Sport board structure and composition have
not been specifically addressed by research-
ers, but they are a significant practical issue
and barrier for sports in both Australia and
New Zealand. A representative model has
traditionally defined how NSO boards are
constituted in both countries. In Australia,
the representative structure has mandated
representation on the board via the appoint-
ment of delegates from the six states, and in
New Zealand, representation has come from
the regional districts. NSO boards, therefore,
have typically been composed of delegates
from the states or regions, with the remit of
representing the states or regions rather
than the greater strategic interests of the
sport. Parochial decision-making has, there-
fore, been a feature of the system, and has
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militated against a long-term coherent and
unified strategy.
SNZ typifies the transition from the ‘old’ to
‘new’ structure. In the research intervention
designed with SNZ, it was agreed to devise
a programme where the national board
could work with and mentor district boards
to develop their strategic capability. The
decision to pursue this approach was predi-
cated on an ongoing frustration at the lack
of ability to convert non-registered players
to fee-paying members. The process of con-
version was viewed as being better handled
by the regions rather than by the head
office. Although a regional representation
model of governance is no longer utilised
by SNZ, the regions have been maintained
to deliver the sport at the community level.
Interestingly, SNZ found it difficult, initially,
to engage the district board chairpersons in
the research intervention. Subsequently,
engagement was achieved after a facilitated
workshop with the national board and dis-
trict chairpersons. In a classic summary of
the tension between the increasingly corpor-
ate-oriented objectives of the national office
and the community-oriented districts, one
chairperson stated the following:
I have started to wonder about the board
structure and I see a huge group of people
leaving the sport. I think that maybe sport
is copying the business model in going to a
board structure, and I’m starting to wonder
whether it’s a negative thing. People have
become far more removed from their sport.
Boards have become elitist and don’t know
what’s happening. I think what the board
structure was supposed to do for sport has
done the opposite. (District Chairperson, 21
July 2006)
Previous reviews of squash in New Zealand
recommended removing the district layer
of governance, but SNZ sought to support
club initiatives by investing in regional per-
sonnel rather than adopting a structural sol-
ution. This point is reinforced by the board
members when reflecting on the process of
mentoring the district boards and, by impli-
cation, focusing on inter-organisational
relationship (IOR) formation. ‘There is no
need to control. If people were pulling in
different directions . . . we may have needed
to consider a different approach’ (respon-
dent 1g, 24 January 2007). ‘I’m not sure we
would solve our problem if we changed the
structure’ (respondent 1a, 28 February
2007). ‘Squash needs to be more toward the
service end of the continuum. You have to
have an ability to influence and encourage
the districts but we don’t have the need
or resources to control’ (respondent 1b, 2
February 2007).
The governance literature, generally, does
not make the connection between IORs and
board strategic capability. Given the struc-
ture of sport in some countries such as Aus-
tralia and New Zealand, the sport
governance literature has more to say
about the significance of IORs and their
impact on the governance function (e.g.
Mitchell et al., 1999). Hoye and Cuskelly
(2007), in particular, made the association
between IORs and the implementation of
the governance function for NSOs. The
authors stated that, ‘Federated networks
within non-profit sport have not been
studied extensively’ and ‘Studies of feder-
ated networks and IORs within the wider
non-profit sector are also limited’ (p. 52).
As Ferkins and Shilbury (2010) observed,
‘these studies do not specifically link
national-district relationship issues to the
board’s ability to function strategically and,
as such, perhaps miss the opportunity to
inform the governing relationships between
national and regional sporting bodies’
(p. 237). Balancing board roles between
being strategic and operational is the critical
theoretical and practical dimension to exam-
ining IORs in federated networks.
Significantly, the question of balance sur-
faced in the SNZ research programme. This
is best encapsulated by the following
quotes from research participants when
Sport governance 121
D
o
w
n
lo
ad
ed
 B
y:
 [
De
ak
in
 U
ni
ve
rs
it
y]
 A
t:
 0
5:
04
 2
4 
Ju
ne
 2
01
1
reflecting on the research programme. ‘We
didn’t pay enough attention to our districts
[in this regard] – we were too strategic’.
For this board member, there was a sense
of frustration that the board was unable to
focus on some of the important operational
matters. This individual expanded further
stating:
The lesson that I’ve learned is that you’ve got
to have a good mix of both management and
strategic issues. You have to have a clear dis-
tinction between what operational matters
we should ask about and what we shouldn’t.
The chair needs to make that distinction. We
got a little bit too strategic. We were led a
little bit to think that’s the way we had to
operate. (respondent 1d, 22 February 2007)
In considering the need for the board
members to know more about the oper-
ational detail as well as acting strategically,
one board member pondered about the
need for financial compensation for direc-
tors, saying ‘I think there needs to be some
recompense – to make people more accoun-
table. If you pay people – you will have more
chance of people spending more time on
preparation and maybe doing their job
better’ (respondent 1d, 22 February 2007).
This precise theme was also noted in the
NZF findings. Findings from SNZ emphasised
that sport governance is a balancing act,
with a need to be strategic, but not so
much as to isolate districts, which in the
main are operationally focused. The chal-
lenge to emerge from these findings is how
NSO boards engage district boards with
enough strategy to develop a coherent
national approach, but maintain enough
operational oversight to know what is
occurring in each district. Hence, inter-
organisational theory has a role in future
governance research, where a NSO is effec-
tively composed of a number of regional or
district associations.
SNZ with its constituted eight board
members reflects another important variable:
that of board size as identified byHoye (2002).
He considered the structural elements of
complexity, formalisation and centralisation
of the board in relation to board performance.
Hoye found that ‘. . . effective boards were less
complex than ineffective boards . . . (and) a
higher level of horizontal differentiation of
boards, specifically theallocationofportfolios
of responsibility to individualboardmembers,
was also related to more effective board
performance. . .’ (p. 161). He also determined
that smaller boards, ‘. . .with an optimal size
of seven. . .’ (p. 161), were perceived to be
more effective. Board member size of 7 or 8
is a marked change from the board size
under the former regional or delegate system
of governance, where it was not uncommon
to see boards in excess of 12 and sometimes
up to 50. As Hoye (2002) noted, the reduction
associated with streamlined structures is
advantageous. A valid assessment of board
performance is borne out of a heightened
self-awareness of the role, purpose and func-
tion of sport boards. The sport board of the
2000s is likely to have a completely different
sense of ‘self’ and the important role of the
board indirecting organisational performance
compared with the boards of the 1980s. Sport
governance and performance are, therefore,
linked to changing cultures reflecting a
sector in transition.
CONCLUSIONS
Using governance as the lens through which
to examine the evolving sport business, this
paper has demonstrated a sector in tran-
sition. Governance, therefore, can be used
as a barometer against which progress can
be measured. Adoption of established gov-
ernance functions, including performance,
conformance, policy and operations, indi-
cates the degree to which sport is professio-
nalising. In other words, it is a measure of the
extent to which due diligence, compliance
and reviewing organisational performance
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have become a part of the operating culture
of sport boards. Previously, given sport’s
amateur origins, little attention was paid to
governance and all its associated functions.
Although sport remains a ‘pastime’ for the
bulk of the population, its management is no
longer grounded in this pastime. Paradoxi-
cally, a key success factor for the manage-
ment of sport is the ability to retain its play-
like features, yet deliver it in an increasingly
professional manner. Therefore, governance,
as the direction-setting mechanism in organ-
isations, is the pivotal process around
which leisure and business cultures must be
created and co-exist. The ‘big business’ of
professional sport is clearly visible, but for
NSOs such as those used as examples in this
paper, it is less obvious with resources,
both human and financial, limited. Both NZF
andSNZprovided evidence ofNSOsgrappling
with the transition to professional manage-
ment practices andprocesses. Thiswasmani-
fest through the governance of both
organisations and the desire to better under-
stand the role of boards both strategically
and operationally. For example, there was
an important change in the way the NZF
CEO and all, but one, of the board members
viewed the strategic functioning of the
board. By developing a strategic plan colla-
boratively, a greater ‘collective sense’ of
strategy was achieved. In conjunction with
this shared notion of strategy, there was
also a sense of confidence in the newly articu-
lated strategy and in future decision-making.
Some progress was also made regarding the
integration of the strategic plan into regular
board meetings, thus creating a better stra-
tegic focus. However, further steps were still
required to satisfy all the board members.
Potentially, the concerns noted by the
board members regarding the sustainability
of the strategic priorities could be addressed
through a more effective design of board
agenda papers. As noted in the opening para-
graph of this paper, some board members
struggled with the increasingly complex
information presented to support strategic
decision-making. An appreciation of the fact
that the board is a voluntary group who, in
most instances, held demanding professional
roles outside of their football ‘interests’ is
also an important consideration that may
have significant bearing on the issues noted
above. For the majority of the board
members, there was little doubt that the stra-
tegic plan and agenda redesign had signifi-
cantly contributed to a shift in the balance
of influence from the CEO to the board, an
important dynamic in the professionalisation
of sport and, specifically, sport governance
research.
The results from the SNZ case exemplify
how sport governance research continues
to evolve, with IOR formation emerging as a
key area of theoretical and practical impor-
tance. Despite the board members consider-
ing that there had not been a great deal of
tangible change, the principal researcher
considered that a shift in board psyche
towards a greater focus on district capability
and its impact on board strategic function
was significant. In particular, the statement
that the research process ‘. . . has put it in
context for us, that is,wenowknow it [district
capability] is a part of governance’ (respon-
dent 1a, 28 February 2007) is a salient realis-
ation for the individuals involved, for the
squash board and for a general understand-
ing of sport governance. This outcome
relates to the unique structures of NSOs and
how balance is achieved between being stra-
tegic and maintaining enough operational
knowledge in terms of interacting with dis-
trict associations, which are largely driven
by volunteers. Consequently, future research
directions have been teased out of this action
research programme, and this paper has
demonstrated how IOR formation might
relatewith other areas of theory andpractice.
Clearly, there are some important manage-
rial and organisational implications to emerge
from this review and examples drawn from
the research programme conducted with SNZ
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and NZF. Although sport governance research
has not directly considered the structure vari-
able, other research on board structure con-
firms the importance of the partnership
between strategy and structure. This is par-
ticularly important in countries such as New
ZealandandAustralia,where there is a reliance
on delivering strategic goals through regional
or state associations. IOR formation from
NSO to state/district associations, and state/
district associations to clubs, increases
in complexity at each level lower in the
system. In other words, the ‘cultural distance’
between professional management and volun-
teer administration is amplified, as organis-
ations at lower levels in the system are
increasingly reliant on volunteers to deliver
sport. Sophisticated language reflecting stra-
tegic priorities requires a makeover to be
accepted and implemented at lower levels.
Balancing strategic priorities with control and
compliance through a maze of cultural ambi-
guity manifest through volunteer motivations
is a managerial challenge, with some answers
to be found in the IOR theory.
These examples also complement theover-
view of sport governance research which
highlighted empirical work undertaken in
shared leadership, board motivation, and
board structures and performance. The
sport governance literature addresses, in
part, issues of practice. In particular, it pro-
vides a meaningful understanding of the
relationship between volunteer board
members and the paid executives in terms of
shared leadership and perceived influence.
There is consensus in the literature about
the increasing centrality of the paid execu-
tives in governance decision-making, but
some dispute as to whether this is a positive
or negative influence on organisational effec-
tiveness. This paper also demonstrated that
the traditional expectations of volunteers
might be at risk. Strategic decision-making
and action require an increase in the intellec-
tual commitment and time demanded of the
board members. In practical terms, the
CEO–board dynamic is crucial to enhancing
the strategic capability of the board. Sport
boards need to determine if they are CEO-
led, board-led, or wish to develop a healthy
balance between the CEO and the board.
The role of the chairperson is also critical in
managing this dynamic.Moreover, an increas-
ing emphasis on strategic capability has
revealed intensifying pressures on volunteer
board members. There are significant man-
agerial implications for the sport industry if
the necessity to be ‘strategic’ negates volun-
teer board involvement as volunteers. Not-
withstanding the obvious cost implications
of remunerating sport board members, it
also raises issues about whether this
outcome would enlarge the already emerging
‘cultural distance’ betweenNSOs and commu-
nity-based sport.
An emphasis on strategic capability, as
was the case in NZF and SNZ, serves to
return the focus of this paper to its original
purpose, that is, to demonstrate how sport
is pursuing rational management processes,
and that sports such as NZF and SNZ con-
sider enhancing strategic focus as important.
In doing so, it raises the prospect that the
traditional volunteer sport board director
might be at risk, which may serve to under-
mine the role that sport has traditionally
played in the community for the community.
Clearly, future research initiatives should
continue to examine the role of volunteers
and paid staff in relation to board strategic
capability, as it implicitly invokes many of
the research themes and, consequently, the
challenges outlined in this paper. De-clutter-
ing the agenda, as noted by one NZF board
member, may be more challenging than
expected in an era of professionalising sport.
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